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DETAILED ACTION 

Action Background 

1 . This action is responsive to the applicant's response filed on 10/24/2006. 

2. Applicant's response is directed toward Applicant's Declaration filed under 
37 CFR 1.131. No claim amendments were submitted with this response. 

3. Claims 1-16 are pending in the case, claims 1 and 9 are independent 
claims. 

4. Applicant's submission of the Declaration filed under 37 CFR 1.131 has 
been reviewed and has been found to be effective. Therefore the rejection of 
claims 1-16 made under 35 USC 102(e) as being anticipated by Rouse et al., 
US Patent Publication 2002/0087620 (as described in the previous office 
action dated 7/27/2006) are withdrawn. However new grounds of rejection are 
presented, as described below. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in 
this Office action: 

"A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) The invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published 
under section 122(b), by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an 
application for patent by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international 
application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the 
effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United 
States only if the international application designated the United States 
and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English 
language." 

6. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Hutchison US Patent 6,405,246, filed 2/18/1999, patented 6/1 1/2002. 

7. Regarding independent claim 1, Hutchison discloses automatic and 
dynamic software code management for a PDA; see column 2, lines 57-60). 
Hutchinson discloses determining a subset of functions associated with a file 
download and dynamically downloading the file and the subset of functions. 
Hutchinson recites: "the data processing apparatus has: a receiving unit for 
receiving a request on a target object; an activating unit for activating the 
target object if the target object is inactive; and a dispatching unit for 
dispatching the request to the target object for execution thereby; wherein the 
activating unit determines whether software components which it needs to 
activate the target object are stored locally and if it determines that the 
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software components are not stored locally the activating unit downloads 
such software components over the network from the second data processing 
apparatus" (abstract). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 

all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

"(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the 
prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not 
be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made." 

9. Claims 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 9-11, 13, 14 and 16 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being unpatentable over Hutchinson in view of Barile et al., 
US Patent 5,977,886, filed 10/10/1997, patented 11/2/1999 (hereinafter 

"Barile"). 

10. Regarding dependent claim 2, Hutchinson discloses downloading a file 
and a subset of functions as described above. Hutchinson fails to disclose 
obtaining the subset based upon user preferences. Barile discloses user 
preferences. Barile recites: "This and other objects, features and advantages 
are provided according to the present invention by systems and methods for 
communicating a user input to an application resident on a data processing 
system, in which a user input accepted at a user input device is 
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communicated using a code which is a member of a code set which is 
adaptively selected to optimize a performance parameter for communicating 
user inputs to the application" (column 2, lines 3-10). 

Therefore, It would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the arts, 
at the time the invention was made; to consider user preferences as taught by 
Barile with the dynamic software code management of Hutchinson in order to 
provide "a user input accepted at a user input device is communicated using 
a code which is a member of a code set which is adaptively selected to 
optimize a performance parameter for communicating user inputs to the 
application" (Barile, column 2, lines 6-10). 

11. Regarding dependent claim 3, Barile recites: "For example, a user input 
device may utilize keycodes for an English-text word processing application in 
a different fashion than for a word processing application in a different 
language or a specialized text processing application such as a computer 
program editor" (column 2, lines 24-29). Compare "family of functions" with 
"keycodes for an English-text word processing application". 

12. Regarding dependent claims 5 and 6, Barile recites: "However, the 
keyboard 10 and PDA 20 may be used for applications other than English-text 
word processing. For example, a spreadsheet application may be running on 
the PDA 20 which involves more numeric keyboard entry than alphabetic 
character entry ... Therefore, according to the present invention, a. different 
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keycode set may be adaptively selected for use with the spreadsheet 
application" (column 6, lines 8-17). 

13. Regarding independent claim 9, the claim is directed toward a computer 
product for the method of claim 1 and is rejected with the same rationale. 
Claim 9 further claims a limitation directed toward Spreadsheets. Barile 
recites: 'Therefore, according to the present invention, a different keycode set 
may be adaptively selected for use with the spreadsheet application" (column 
6, lines 15-18). 

14. Regarding dependent claim 10, the claim is directed toward a computer 
product for the method of claim 2, and is rejected with the same rationale. 

15. Regarding dependent claim 11, the claim is directed toward a computer 
product for the method of claim 3, and is rejected with the same rationale. 

16. Regarding dependent claims 13 and 14, the claims are directed toward 
a computer product for the method of claims 5 and 6, and are rejected with 
the same rationale. 

17. Regarding dependent claims 8 and 16, the claims are rejected for fully 
incorporating the deficiencies of the base claims 

18. Claims 4 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hutchinson in view of Barile, and in further view of Bukszar 
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et al. US Patent 6,133,916, filed 4/8/1998, patented 10/17/2000 (hereinafter 
Bukszarj. 

19. Regarding dependent claim 4, Hutchinson and Barile disclose 
determining a subset of functions as described above. Hutchinson and Barile 
fail to disclose displaying the subset of functions as a list. Bukszar teaches 
displaying functions as a list. Bukszar recites: "Alternatively, various functions 
can be accessed by clicking a mouse button while the mouse pointer is in the 
vicinity of a graphical representation 46A-E to display a list of functions 
applicable to the display of the graphical representation" (column 4, line 64 to 
column 5, line 1). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill, at the time 
the invention was made to combine displaying a list of functions, as taught by 
Bukszar, to the subset of function determination of Hutchinson and Barile to 
provide the benefit of allowing system users the ability to see and access the 
available functions of the system. 

20. Regarding dependent claim 12, the claim is directed toward a computer 
product for the method of claim 4 and is rejected with the same rationale. 

21. Claims 7 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hutchinson in view of Barile, in further view of Hoffberg et 
al. US Patent 5,901,246, filed 6/6/1995, patented 5/4/1999 (hereinafter 
Hoffberg;. 



Application/Control Number: 09/754,415 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2178 

22. Regarding dependent claim 7, Hutchinson and Barile disclose a family 
of functions as described above. Hutchinson and Barile fail to disclose 
mathematical, trigonometric, statistical, financial or scientific functions. 
Hoffberg teaches the use of financial and scientific functions. Hoffberg recites: 
"// the text and context of the table indicate that this is a financial table, 
financial options would be initially provided, and standard financial calculation 
functions immediately made available or performed [ in contemplation of their 
prospective use. Similarly, if the data appears to be scientific, a different set 
of options would be initially available, and the standard scientific-type 
calculation functions be made available or performed' (column 107, lines 33- 
40). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the use of financial or scientific 
functions as taught by Hoffberg with Hutchinson and Barile's family of 
functions in order to allow users the ability to use built in complex functions. 

23. Regarding dependent claim 15, the claim is directed toward a computer 
product for the method of claim 7 and is rejected with the same rationale. 



Application/Control Number: 09/754,415 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2178 

Response to Arguments 

24. Applicant's arguments are substantially directed toward the Declaration 
under 37 CFR 1.131. AS noted above, the declaration has been found to be 
effective and therefore the rejection of claims 1-16 made under 35 USC 
102(e) as being anticipated by Rouse et al., US Patent Publication 
2002/0087620 (as described in the previous office action dated 7/27/2006) 
are withdrawn. 

Conclusion 

25. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Gregory J. Vaughn whose telephone 
number is (571) 272-4131. The examiner can normally be reached Monday to 
Friday from 8:00 am to 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Stephen S. Hong can be reached at (571) 272-4124. 
The fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is (571) 272-2100. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status 
information for published applications may be obtained from either Private 
PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is 
available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Gregory J. Vaughn 
Patent Examiner 
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